325
involved in the process together to discuss common methodological Problems and to develop a familiärity with the overall objectives of the process. As one might expect, the Conference turned out to be a collection of distinct presentations on specific projects, followed by discussions in which participants argued positions based äs much on their institutional and methodological biases äs on their interest in Knowledge development.
Arnold Packer, DOL assistant secretary for policy evaluation and research, commenting on a presentation of the entitlement research design, argued, "We must be sure when we're spending the public's money that we have a scientifically solid approach and the ability to accept or reject specific hypotheses which are recognized äs the ones that are implicit in what policy makers are doing and thinking about in such programs." Policy relevance and methodological rigor, it seems, were equally important. But so was timeliness.  "Will the results be available by the time legislation must be drafted next year?" Packer asked.  "January 1980 is the scheduled date for submitting administrative recommendations. When the budget goes up a year from this January, if we are going to ask for any money to continue youth programs, the legislation has got to accompany the budget" (DOL, 1980e:25). How MDRC, local entitlement projects, and OYP were to accommodate to this schedule was their problem, not the problem of the administration's policy planners.
John Palmer, an employment specialist from the Brookings Institution, took advantage of the occasion to counsel moderation on methodological questions.  Commenting on YETP discretionary projects, he said, "Some of the discussion seems to suggest that we're going to be able to vary components or individual elements of these program structures and see what difference it makes.  I'm dubious that that1s going to be possible in most cases.  I just don't think that the methodology or the resources that are being brought to bear are going to permit that to happen. You're just not going to get effective answers to those questions in the strict research sense.  You're going to get important answers out of the more qualitative analyses that are being done and from the hunches that have been made."
Palmer continued by counseling attention to what he called "first order questions," such äs, "Was it feasible simply to mount and execute the program under the design conditions we are trying to accomplish? Who is being served? Are we reaching the target population? Is it working, in some sense, at that level?" (DOL, 1980e:56).  These questions were several notches below those considered important by other participants.
Donald Nichols, an ASPER staff member, took strong exception to the lack of methodological rigor he observed in many knowledge development projects.  "I want to emphasize the need for consistency across these various programs," he argued.  "We want to strive to bring about some kind of consistency, so that we can not only make comparisons within each of these projects, but so we'll also be able to make pretty good comparisons of one approach against another." He continued, "A feature common to most of the demonstrations being discussed . . . is that they are not experiments with random assignment [to] groups and the like.

